I I. Introduction
The result of this paper may be considered as complementary to that of my earlier paper [2] , on Titchmarsh series. Although not as interesting as the earlier result, the result of the present paper finds a nice application, (See [1] ). In [3] I defined a class of series called Titchmarsh series and I now start by recalling its definition.
Tltchmarsh Series. (or briefly K D T series).
Let A > 10 be a constant. I proved the following theorem.
Theorem I
Under the restrictions P 1 = b 1 1, wehuve, are constants satisfying
-A-100
Then we have, 
provided the right hand sile is finite.
Apart from this we have to use a well-known theorem of Montgomery and Vaughan. For reference see for instance my paper [4) , where I give a simple proof of a weaker result which is sufficient for the purposes of this paper.
We now split up the proof of theorem 2 into several steps and give a brief sketch of these steps.
I l. Proof of Theorem 2
Step I. Let
and assume that I (oL) <; V (al) ul-2J.. The constant a shall be a sufficiently large positive integer. As already stated we set -A-100
we impose c1, < {j < caLl < aL 2 < Cl( 3 < a( + ~.
Step 2. Next we write TtH
where P(s) :::.
It is easily seen that bounded by its mean value over a disc of (positive but sufficiently small) constant radius with s as centre).
Step 3. An easy application of a well-known MontgomeryVaughan theorem (refer [4] 
Note that V(u) and V* (u) HI-2 0' are respectively monotonic increasing and monotonic decreasing functions of u, where V* (u) is the same as V(u) with the terms f' n < I omitted.
From now on we assume that V (ol.) is bounded below by a constant negative power of H. Under this assumption it follows th. at the integral just considered is Hence by the principle for the mean value over discs referred to in the second step, we see that in ( 13 ~ f1 ~ A is a large positive integer constant,
., Taking the mean square after deformation of L 0 we find from the equation (1), (Note that the only pole to be taken care of is w -0), where V 1 (u) is defined below) and also
The reason for this is that the mean square of the RHS of
Since V (c() c;;;; V (u) we may omit the term containing E in the second of the equations (2), provided o£ 1 -c{ < t (which is true because of our assumptions). This gives us
If we put u = o£ 2 we get a lower bound fot one at least of the quantities K (ol 1 ) or K (ol 2 ).
We now deduce from the last inequality 
Moreover by the arguments used in the first of the inequalities in (2) we 3et (by taking X in place of 2X in {1)). is an increasing function of u in 13 ..; u < cl 3 , we get finally
Step 5.
Step 4 nearly completes the proof. For we could have started with a slight modification of I {a) by averaging over a slightly smaller interval contained in ( T, T +H) instead of ( T, T +H 
